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Bush administration to grant a waiver to ex-
empt the entire State from the oxygenate re-
quirement. On June 12, the President opted to 
deny this request citing that the EPA has de-
termined, time and again, that the addition of 
oxygen to gasoline improves air quality by im-
proving fuel combustion and displacing more 
toxic gasoline components. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe the only prudent 
way to address this problem correctly is to re-
place MTBE in the United States with ethanol. 
Indeed, the transition for ethanol to reach Cali-
fornia drivers is expected to be neither long 
nor difficult. It is my understanding that Cali-
fornia will need 600 million gallons of ethanol 
annually to replace MTBE. Ethanol producers 
currently have the capacity to supply 2 billion 
gallons per year. This year alone, ethanol pro-
ducers have already begun the process of 
shipping 150 million gallons to the State, cost- 
effectively and with no transportation impedi-
ments. In fact, letters delivered to California on 
behalf of railroads, barge operators, ocean-
going ships, and California gasoline terminals 
assure that ample shipping and storage ca-
pacity exists today to move ethanol from the 
Midwest to California markets. 

I agree with my colleagues that MTBE is a 
danger to public health. That is why earlier 
this year I introduced legislation that protects 
the environment and public safety by totally 
and immediately banning the use of MTBE as 
a fuel additive across the United States. The 
Clean Air Act has done a good job in curbing 
dangerous emissions, and a key part of this 
success has been the oxygenate requirement. 
For the sake of keeping the air clean in Cali-
fornia and across the United States, we can-
not allow this requirement to be scaled back 
or waived. Therefore, I urge my colleagues to 
vote against the Cox amendment. 
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The House in Committee of the Whole 

House on the State of the Union had under 

consideration the bill. (H.R. 4) to enhance 

energy conservation, research and develop-

ment and to provide for security and diver-

sity in the energy supply for the American 

people, and for other purposes. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to H.R. 4, the Secur-
ing America’s Future Energy Act of 2001. This 
bill grants expensive new subsidies to virtually 
every energy sector without offsets and does 
little to promote much cheaper energy effi-
ciency and renewable energy technologies. 
This bill will cost $34 billion and because no 
offsets are provided it will threaten the Medi-
care and Social Security trust funds. 

This bill does nothing to relieve the suffering 
of the citizens of California. California’s crisis 
is a precursor of what is to come for the rest 
of America as we fail to produce an energy 
policy which is balanced. California consumers 
paid $7 billion for electricity in 1999. In 2000, 

that number went up to record highs and Cali-
fornians paid $27 billion for electricity. It is ex-
pected that the number could go up to $70 bil-
lion in 2001. I am concerned that minority 
business owners in my district will suffer great-
ly due to the high costs of energy. 

I am dismayed that this bill will do nothing 
to stop the outrageous price gouging by out- 
of-state energy producers to California con-
sumers. In fact, the administration and my Re-
publican colleagues are unwilling to carry out 
its obligation to ensure that energy prices are 
just and reasonable, claiming that uncontrolled 
market prices are needed in order to increase 
the energy supply. That’s like saying that we 
must pay dairy farmers $300/gallon to produce 
milk. 

This bill will not provide one more kilowatt to 
California this summer, prevent one less 
minute of blackouts, or keep one less dollar 
from being transferred from California into the 
hands of the energy producers. 

I am concerned about the environmental 
ramifications of this energy bill. We must look 
into renewable energy programs, rather than 
reverse a decade old U.S. policy against re-
processing commercial nuclear fuel and allow 
for new drilling on public lands without royalty 
payments. This bill fails to guarantee a signifi-
cant increase in clean, renewable energy or 
energy efficient products. For example, the bill 
fails to require significant improvement in the 
efficiency of air conditioners, and fails to ad-
dress peak power demands of other major ap-
pliances. 

Moreover, we must amend this bill because 
it would allow for drilling in the Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge. Instead, we must utilize cur-
rent American sources that are already open 
for drilling. After 6 years of energy inaction on 
behalf of the Republican Congress, this bill fol-
lows the same old path: cast blame, insist on 
extreme antienvironmental proposals, and de-
clare themselves powerless in offering relief to 
Americans facing record-breaking energy price 
increases. 

I believe in a balanced, comprehensive and 
cost-efficient energy program that meets 
America’s energy needs through increased 
production and efficiency that puts the inter-
ests of consumers first and protects the envi-
ronment. This omnibus energy package does 
little to address America’s future energy needs 
and I want to urge my colleagues to vote no 
on H.R. 4. 

f 

SECURING AMERICA’S FUTURE 

ENERGY ACT OF 2001 

SPEECH OF

HON. DONNA M. CHRISTENSEN 
OF VIRGIN ISLANDS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 1, 2001 

The House in Committee of the Whole 

House on the State of the Union had under 

consideration the bill. (H.R. 4) to enhance 

energy conservation, research and develop-

ment and to provide for security and diver-

sity in the energy supply for the American 

people, and for other purposes. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the managers Amendment 

and H.R. 4 which does not really secure 
America’s energy future at all. This bill is a 
bad bill, largely because it favors energy ex-
ploration and production at the expense of the 
environment and conservation. As we seek to 
secure our country’s energy future as the title 
of this bill refers, we must take into account 
the social and environmental costs of energy 
development and also remember that negative 
impacts on the environment in one part of our 
world can also affect other, even far-off, parts 
of the world. 

Instead of securing America’s future, H.R. 4 
threatens the future of Alaska’s and one of 
this country’s most pristine and beloved nat-
ural resources. It cuts back on clean air stand-
ards, and opens up more public lands to min-
ing and drilling, while relieving the oil compa-
nies, which already have registered 
humungous profits, of their responsibility for 
paying the American people what they owe for 
the right to drill on our lands. 

Mr. Chairman, on ANWR, what those who 
support drilling there do not say, is that 95% 
of the Alaskan wilderness is available for drill-
ing. We must preserve this fragile and impor-
tant small 5% in the Wildlife Refuge and use 
the rest to drill to increase our oil and natural 
gas supply, and still create the jobs our work-
ers need. 

Mr. Chairman, the Resources Committee, 
on which I serve as Ranking Member of the 
National Parks and Public Lands Sub-
committee, reported an Energy bill, two weeks 
ago, which represented nothing more than a 
‘‘grab bag of goodies’’ for the big oil compa-
nies and an unprecedented assault on our 
country’s precious natural resources. 

During consideration of the bill, I supported 
a substitute amendment offered by the Rank-
ing Democrat, Mr. RAHALL that provided a far 
better solution to the concerns over energy 
production in our country. This amendment 
would have ensured that more domestic en-
ergy is introduced into the domestic market, 
would relieve transmission constraints for our 
western States, encouraged renewable energy 
on federal lands, assured fairness in oil royal-
ties, and protect our environment and our na-
tion’s monuments and parks. 

The Rahall substitute would have also pro-
vided for a significant number of new jobs by 
facilitating the construction of the Alaska Nat-
ural Gas Pipeline originally authorized in 1976. 
This provision would enhance the delivery of 
35 trillion cubic feet of natural gas already dis-
covered in existing development fields, and 
the Rahall substitute would require that a 
project labor agreement govern construction 
activities on the pipeline. 

Sadly, Mr. Chairman, the Rules Committee 
prevented Mr. RAHALL and other Democrats 
from offering perfecting amendments, which 
means that much of what the Rahall substitute 
would have provided, will not be allowed 
today. 

H.R. 4, does include one aspect of the Ra-
hall substitute which would update a nearly 
twenty-year-old assessment of energy impor-
tation, consumption, and alternative indige-
nous sources that can be used by insular 
areas. A new part of this reassessment will be 
a recommendation and a plan to protect en-
ergy transmission and distribution lines from 
the effects of hurricanes and typhoons. The 
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